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Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicants' arguments (1 2/06/2005) have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 
Applicants argue that the prior art does not teach "providing a second mobile device to 

communicate with the first mobile device and physically separable therefrom, the second mobile 
device including a dead reckoning functionality that includes an orientation component and a distance 
component. However, in claim 1 there are only required that 2 devices that can wirelessly communicate 
to each other (e.g., 2 stations on earth, 2 ships in Atlantic Ocean, etc.). Claim 1 does not require that the 
second device is a mobile device; and said second device not only require just a dead reckoning 
functionality (by using an open-ended word "including"). 

2. The current examiner respectfully withdraw the allowance subject matter of claims 37-40 
(given by the prior examiner) with the above reason for " includes a cradle for a device", and using 
"software" for these 2 devices. Independent claim 37 contair^those extra well-known features 
suggested by prior art. 

Claim 38 is merely suggested a selection of 2 available devices to have a better position data. 

Claim 39 is merely confirmed what happens in claim 37; as best interpreted, it is a duplication 
of its parent claim (claim 37). 

Claim 40 is merely required further limitations of "tracking a device's location", and 
"providing visual and audio route guidance"; these limitations are fundamental in the navigation field. 

3. This Office Action in a non-final action because the current examiner withdraws allowable 
status of claims 37-40. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-2, 7-8, 10, 12, 17-22, and 37-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Turetzky et al (US Pat. 6,529,829), in view of Hakala et al (US Pat 6,452,544). 

A. As per claims 1, 10, 17-22, and 37-40, 10; Turetzky teaches: 

providing a handheld navigation device, a navigation device and an integral display (column 4, 
lines 59-67); 

providing a second navigation device to communicate with the first navigation device, the 
second navigation device including a dead reckoning positioning component including a compass (see 
Turetzky et al., col. 4, lines 59-64, and col.3, lines 25-27); 

resolving a position of the first and the second navigation devices, wherein resolving the 
position includes using the one or more dead reckoning positioning components to determine the 
position when the triangulation positioning functionality is interrupted ((see Turetzky et al., col.3, lines 
3842). 

Turetzky does mention the use of an odometer. 

Turetzky does not mention the use of triangulation. 

However, Hakala et al. use that function (see Hakala et al., claim 3). 

It is also obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that any navigation system needs at least 
three satellites (triangulation) to work properly in the position detection (applicants disclosure -page 1, 
lines 27-28, page 2, lines 1-11, page 3, lines 18-22). Further it is obvious that the PDA used by the prior 
art has a display device. 

Turetzky et al. do not expressly disclose that the second device communicating to the first 
device, said 2 nd device is separate from the first device . 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time this invention was 
made to combine Turetzky et al and Hakala et al in order to provide a claimed method with using both 
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a dead reckoning device, and a triangulation positioning device to get a location of those devices since 
a user can make a selection of obtained results. 

B. As per claims 2 and 7, Turetzky teaches about providing a handheld "multifunction" device 
selected from a PDA device and a cell phone (see Turetzky et al. 3 col. 4, line 59-67). 

C. As per claim 8, it has been a well-known feature that a navigation system displaying a position 
of a device, which has an antenna receiver. 

D. As per claim 12, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that any related 
data are from a vehicle that uses a navigation system. 

5. Claims 3-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Turetzky et al 
(US Pat. 6,529,829), in view of Hakala et al (US Pat 6,452,544). 

A. As per claims 3 and 4, Turetzky does not teach the PDA having an integrated compass. 
However, Hakala teaches it in column 11, lines 21-23. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time this 
invention was made to combine Turetzky et al and Hakala et al in order to provide a portable map 
viewing capable of indicating the current location having directions of a user. 

B. As per claim 5, neither, Turetzky nor Hakala teaches the portable device including a rate gyro. 
However, Hakala teaches the integrated compass that performs the claimed functions. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time this 
invention was made to substitute any means for another means (i.e., an integrated compass) in 
order to reduce costs. 

6. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Turetzky et 
al (US Pat. 6,529,829), in view of Hakala et al (US Pat 6,452,544), and further in view of 
Horvitz et al (US Pat. 6,601,012). 
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Turetzky does not teach a PDA having an accelerometer. 

However, Horvitz teaches that a PDA having an accelerometer (see Horvitz, col. 10, 
lines 40-44). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time this 
invention was made to combine Turetzky et al., Hakala et al. 5 and Horvitz et al in order to 
provide a portable map having an accelerometer capable of indicating the current location of 
the user. 

7. Claims 9, 13-16, 23-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Turetzky et al (US Pat. 6,529,829), in view of Hakala et al (US Pat 6,452,544), and in 
view of DeLorme et al (US Pat. 6,321,158^. 

A. As per claims 9 ands 34, Turetzky does not expressly disclose that the PDA performing 
a route calculation (see Turetzky, "A cellular telephone or other mobile device can display, either visually or 
otherwise, the user's location, the user's location on a map, a route or part of a route between the user's location and 
the desired destination, or any number of things that can be used for location services."). 

However, DeLorme also teaches it in abstract. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine 
Turetzky et al , Hakala et al, and DeLorme et al in order to provide a portable map/a PDA with 
route calculating capabilities for conveniences of using a device with many different 
functionalities. 

B. As per claims 13 and 14, Turetzky does not teach waypoints, planned route or points of 
interest. 

However, DeLorme suggest a device with those functions in column 10. 

C. As per claims 15, 23, 26, 30-33, 35 and 36, Turetzky teaches: 
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providing a first handheld navigation device, the first navigation device and an integral 
display (see Turetzky, col. 4, lines 59-67); 

providing a second navigation device to communicate with the first navigation device, the 
second navigation device including a dead reckoning positioning components (see Turetzky, col. 4, 
lines 59-64 and col. 3, lines 25-27); 

resolving a position of the first and the second navigation devices, wherein resolving the 
position includes using the one or more dead reckoning positioning components to determine the 
position when the triangulation positioning functionality is interrupted (see Turetzky, col. 3, lines 38- 
42). 

Turetzky does not mention the use of triangulation. 

However, Hakala et al. use that function (see Hakala et al., claim 3). 

It is also obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that any navigation system needs at least 
three satellites (triangulation) to work properly in the position detection (applicant's disclosure -page 1, 
lines 27-28, page 2, lines 1-11, page 3, linesl8-22). Further it is obvious that the PDA used by the prior 
art has a display device. Turetzky does teach including the navigation data including cartographic data 
including a number of locations and data indicative of thoroughfares of a plurality of types. 

DeLorme also teaches that limitation in column 10. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the claimed 
invention was made to combine Turetzky et al., and DeLorme et al. in order to provide a portable 
map viewing capable of indicating the current location of the user. 

D. As per claim 16, Turetzky does teach both devices to communicate with one another. 
However, DeLorme teaches it in column 8, lines 60-64. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the claimed 
invention was made to combine Turetzky et al., and DeLorme et al. in order to provide a portable map 
viewing capable of indicating the current location of the user. 

E. As per claim 24, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use a rate gyro 
or accelerometer in a navigation system in order to be more accurate (applicant's disclosure -page 10,. 
lines 8-13). 

F. As per claim 25, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have at least a 
dead reckoning including at least an odometer, a speedometer, a differential wheel sensor and a 
compass in order to work properly (applicant's disclosure -page 3, lines 8-22). 

G. As per claim 27, Turetzky does not teach the PDA performing a route calculation. However, 
DeLorme teaches it in abstract. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to combine the aforementioned inventions in order to provide a portable map viewing capable of 
indicating the current location of the user. 

H. As per claim 28, Turetzky teaches providing a handheld multifunction-device selected from a 
group of a PDA enabled device and a cell phone enabled device (see Turetzky et al., col. 4, lines 59- 
67). 

I. As per claim 29, it obvious to one skill in the art to use the PDA to communicate wirelessly to 
any other device in order to provide flexibility to the user. 

8. As per claims 37, and 19: 

The current examiner respectfully withdraw the allowance subject matter of claims 37-40 
(given by the prior examiner) with the above reason for " includes a cradle for a device", and using 
"software" for these 2 devices (software/firmware already embedded/programmed in those 
devices TCs). 
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A. Per claims 19, and 37 : Claims 19, 37 contain those extra well-known features suggested by prior art 
(what claim of using a 2 nd device is merely a dead-reckoning device; please note that "including a 
cradle" does not change/effect anything to the claimed steps of a method claim 37. 

B. Per claims 20, and 38: Claims 20, 38 are merely suggested a selection of 2 available devices to have 
a better position data. This claim only requires to recognize/determine which device to use from the 
two: a dead reckoning device, and a triangulation positioning device. A very well-known step of YES 
or NO is required for this claim. 

C. Per claims 2 h and 39: Claims 21, 39 are merely confirmed what happens in claim 37; as best 
interpreted, it is a duplication of its parent claim (claim 37). In another word, this claim merely requires 
the use of a triangulation positioning device, and a dead reckoning device (producing dead reckoning 
data). 

D. Per claims 22, and 40: Claims 22, 40 are merely required further limitations of '"tracking a device's 
location" (e.g., current location of a vehicle), and "providing visual and audio route guidance"; these 
limitations are very fundamental in the vehicle navigation field. 

Conclusion 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to CUONG H. NGUYEN whose tel. number is 571-272-6759. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 9:00 am - 5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, THOMAS G. BLACK can be reached on 571-272-6956. The Rightfax number for 
the organization where this application is assigned is 571-273-6759. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Please provide support, with page and line numbers, for any amended or new claim in 
an effort to help advance prosecution; otherwise any new claim language that is introduced in 
an amended or new claim may be considered as new matter, especially if the Application is a 



Jumbo Application. 
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